Increased globalisation has led to a great number of firms looking for opportunities abroad, and exporting is the most common form of entry mechanism. The purpose of this study is thus to investigate the impact of dynamic capabilities on the performance of Thai exporting firms. The study follows quantitative research design using survey method with statistical treatment. Given the extant definitions of dynamic capabilities, contextual ambidexterity, an ability of the organization to pursue alignment and adaptation simultaneously, was proposed as dynamic capability in this study. Structured questionnaires were collected from key informants of Thai firms engaging in exporting (n = 102). Bivariate regression analysis was employed to test the hypothesis, whilst cluster analysis and one-way analysis of variance were used to explore the results. The findings indicate that dynamic capability of contextual ambidexterity significantly affected the level of export performance of the participating firms. By clustering all participating firms according to their level of alignment and adaptation, 'highly ambidextrous' firms (i.e., high scores on both alignment and adaptation) outperformed the firms in the other combinations. The study offers practical suggestions on how exporting firms can improve profitability and performance by pursuing the proper combinations of alignment and adaptability corresponding to the dynamism of their export markets. The main contribution of this paper is the examination of performance impact of dynamic capability in exporting context which should contribute to the future development of this line ofresearch, particularly in emerging economies.
Introduction
Globalization and advances in communication technology have encouraged firms to look for market opportunities internationally, not only to ensure their survival but also to sustain their competitive advantage (Sousa, 2004) . In the last two decades, firms in emerging economies have played an increasingly important role in an integrated global economy. The majority of firms from these emerging economies are moving towards an outward-oriented export-led growth whilst moving away from inward-oriented import substitution policies (Yiu et al., 2007) . Many of these firms are in the early stages of the internationalization process in which exporting is the primary mechanism for participating in foreign markets (Aulakh et al., 2000) . For that reason, the increasing importance of export activities has led to increasing scholarly research. The growth in export performance research can also be attributed to the performance difficulties that exporters face due to intense competition in their international markets (Leonidou et al., 2002; Tooksoon & Osman, 2010) .
The primary focus of this paper is to explore performance diversity among exporters in Thailand, an emerging economy, in order to explain why some exporters perform better than others. Although export performance research is traditionally guided by the industrial organization (I/O) framework which works on the principle of strategy-environment co-alignment (Venkatraman & Prescott, 1990) , recent studies have applied the resource-based view (RBV) framework which considers a firm's internal idiosyncratic resources or capabilities to be the ultimate source of competitive advantage (Maurel, 2009; Tooksoon & Osman, 2010; Zou et al., 2003) .
In current strategic management literature, the dynamic capability perspective, an extension of the RBV, has emerged. Strategy scholars (e.g., Boccardelli & Magnusson, 2006; Teece et al., 1997) have claimed that the dynamic capability framework explains performance diversity in firms operating in highly competitive environment better than the RBV. A dynamic capability is defined as "a firm's ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competencies to address rapidly changing environments" (Teece et al., 1997, 516) . Rindova and Kotha (2001) further support that competitive advantage in a fast-paced competitive environment is transient in that managers need to concentrate on renewing rather than sustaining the source of competitive advantage. Dynamic capabilities are thus considered as critical to the success of the firms in such markets (Killen & Hunt, 2010) .
Although export markets have been described as being highly competitive and therefore dynamic (Filatotchey et al., 2009) , an examination of the extant literature in both dynamic capability and export marketing domains, reveals that prior related studies do not give enough attention to empirically linking these two streams of research. This is important because linking these streams allows for explaining variations among exporters in export performance. Furthermore, most of dynamic capability studies focused on a Western context, there is currently still little knowledge for Asian perspective. As a consequence, literature highlights the need to investigate the consequences of dynamic capabilities in highly competitive environments such as export markets, especially in the context of emerging economies in Asia. Therefore, this study falls under the umbrella of export marketing and strategic management research. The emerging country of interest in this study is Thailand, as it is in the midst of rapid economic growth and has been the subject of little previous study. To this end, the primary objective of this study is to understand the performance variations among exporters with particular reference to Thai firms, by applying dynamic capability perspective.
Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

Strategic Management
The primary mission of strategic management research is to examine why some firms perform better than others (eg., Foss & Knudsen, 2003; Hawawini et al., 2003; Remelt et al., 1991) . Strategy scholars attempt to study the performance diversity among firms, and search for the underlying factors that lead to a competitive advantage. Over the past several decades, two main research streams have emerged in strategic management literature to explain the determinants of a firm's success. The first, rooted in economic heritage, is known as Industrial Organization Economics (I/O) and the second, based upon a firm's internal resources, is labelled as the Resource-Based View (RBV) of the firm.
Initiated by Mason (1939) , expanded by Bain (1956) , and applied by Porter (1980) to the area of strategic management, Industrial Organization Economics (I/O) considers the industry structure as the key factor in explaining the success of a firm. The RBV, as opposed to the I/O, explains a firm's success by focusing on firm-level factors. The RBV is developed from the works of Penrose (1959) and Wernerfelt (1984) where the roles of idiosyncratic firm resources and capabilities in forming and implementing a strategy are emphasised (Dutta, Narasimhan & Rajiv, 2005) . It primarily posits that the variation in the success of the firms operating within the same industry can be explained by their internal idiosyncratic resources (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993; Wernerfelt, 1984) . Even though the resource-based stream of strategy research has become a dominant view in the last two decades, it has also been subject to criticisms. The major argument against the RBV is its strong internal focus and lack of emphasis on dynamics (Foss, 1998).
The Resource-Based View of the Firm (RBV)
According to RBV, capabilities refer to a firm's ability to integrate its resources efficiently to engage in productive activity and achieve a particular objective (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993; Dutta et al., 2005) . Capabilities can be thought of as an intermediate transformation mechanism between inputs (i.e., resources, such as R&D expenditures) and outputs (i.e., objectives, such as new products). They are intangible and information-based processes which are specific to the firm and created over time through the interactions of a firm's resources. Unlike resources, a firm's capabilities are developed through human capital (Combe & Greenley, 2004) . Organizational capabilities can be classified as either 'operational' or 'dynamic' (Winter, 2000) . Operational capability is a collection of routines or high level routines which, when combined with its implementing input flows, gives an organization's management a set of decision options for generating important outputs. Routine represents a repetitive pattern of activity. In general, an operational capability is involved in performing such activities as producing a particular product where a collection of routines is used to implement and coordinate the different tasks required to perform the activities fundamental to running a business to provide, it is argued, short-term advantage (Siggelkow, 2001) . To achieve long-term success, firms need to possess not only operational capabilities to compete in existing markets, but also dynamic capabilities to reconfigure their existing resources and develop new competencies necessary to exploit emerging opportunities (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Helfat & Peteraf, 2003; Teece et al., 1997; Winter, 2003 
The Dynamic Capability Perspective
The dynamic capability perspective has its foundations in the RBV. Dynamic capabilities are not concerned with the production or the provision of products or services; rather, they build, integrate, or reconfigure operational capabilities (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Teece et al., 1997) . In other words, dynamic capabilities indirectly affect output for a firm through their impact on operational capabilities (Helfat & Peteraf, 2003) .
Parallel to its development, many definitions of dynamic capability emerged in the literature. The dynamic capability definitions, however, share a common theme in that they all allude to a process of continual modification of resources in order to create difficult-to-imitate competencies which allow a firm to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage (Griffith et al., 2006) . The dynamic capability perspective views the firm as a distinctive collection of both tangible and intangible resource stocks (Barney, 1991; 2001) , which are converted to organizational capabilities. The development of dynamic capability perspective is viewed as expanding the applicability area of the RBV to highly competitive and rapidly changing markets. Essentially, it is argued that establishing a competitive advantage in such markets is predicated to a degree on a firm's ability to develop dynamic capabilities (Cepeda & Vera, 2007) .
The dynamic capability perspective, as opposed to the RBV, focuses on a firm's unique processes, positions and paths. It suggests that a source of competitive advantage lies in a firm's ability to adjust its resource base to address the rapidly changing environments (Arthurs & Busenitz, 2006; Teece et al., 1997) . Thus, it is generally believed that dynamic capabilities essentially enhance a firm's strategic flexibility and agility (Zahra et al., 2006) . Several authors have attempted to document the possible effects of dynamic capabilities. For example, Teece et al. (1997) suggest that dynamic capabilities facilitate a firm to renew its competencies which in turn improve performance. Daniel and Wilson (2003) propose that a firm can increase its chances of succeeding in an organizational transformation effort with the presence of dynamic capabilities. Griffith et al. (2006), by emphasising the importance of knowledge-based resources, argue that the dynamic capability of market responsiveness is a significant predictor of retailer performance. Firms differ significantly in their abilities to develop resources and dynamic capabilities, which then affect firm-level performance (Rolland, Patterson, & Ward, 2009) 
Contextual Ambidexterity as a Dynamic Capability
In the organizational theory literature, ambidexterity is traditionally referred to as an ability of the organization to pursue two different things simultaneously, for example: low-cost and differentiation competitive strategies (Porter, 1980; 1996) ; manufacturing efficiency and flexibility (Adler et al., 1999) loose and tight coupling (Weick, 1976) ; differentiation versus integration (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967); variation-reducing versus variation-increasing (Burgelman, 1991); and global integration and local responsiveness (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 1989) . Organizational ambidexterity is considered by many authors as a dynamic capability. For example, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) propose in their conceptualization of dynamic capabilities that exploitation and exploration are the two strategic logics underlying dynamic capabilities. Likewise, Ancona, Goodman, Lawrence and Tushman (2001, 658) suggest that dynamic capabilities "are rooted in streams of innovation-in simultaneously exploiting and exploring". To conclude, dynamic capability reflects a firm's ability to be ambidextrous or to pursue exploitation and exploration, simultaneously.
The concept of contextual ambidexterity proposed by Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) is utilized in this research. Contextual ambidexterity, defined as the behavioural capacity to exhibit alignment and adaptability simultaneously across the entire business (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) . Alignment represents the congruence of various patterns of activities in the organization to attain a common goal, whilst adaptability refers to the ability of a firm to meet a changing demand in the external environment by quickly reconfiguring activities in the organization. In other words, adaptability is the ability of the firm to adapt to the changing markets or to quickly move toward new opportunities. Though adaptability is important, successful firms are not just proactive and innovative. They are also good at exploiting the value of their proprietary assets, taking the costs out of existing operations and rolling out existing business models, this equally important capability is called alignment. For instance, whilst Nokia Corporation keeps developing new mobile technology offerings; it is also focusing on its dominant headsets franchise.
By viewing ambidexterity this way, each individual can deliver the value to existing customers in his/her own functional area, and every individual at the same time can watch for changes in the external environment and respond accordingly. Contextual ambidexterity, thus, helps a firm to avoid the coordination problems if it attempts to achieve ambidexterity through a dual structure or business units. Inherently, the developing of contextual ambidexterity is complex, time consuming, and causally ambiguous, making it very difficult for www.ccsenet.org/ibr
International Business Research Vol. 6, No. 8; 2013 competitors to imitate. Hence, it can be a source of competitive advantage (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004) . The resurgence of interest in ambidexterity, however, can be attributed to recent empirical studies investigating the efficacy of ambidexterity and its positive effects on business performance (e.g., He & Wong, 2004; Raisch et al., 2009; Russo & Vurro, 2010) .
Export Performance
Increased globalization has led to a great number of firms looking for opportunities abroad, and exporting is the most common form of entry mechanism. Export performance has increasingly gained attention from both academicians and practitioners. The growth of export performance research can be explained by the economic liberalization in world economies as well as performance difficulties confronted by most exporters (Leonidou et al., 2002) . In addition, export performance is a very important concept for managers as they need to make a decision about future international commitments based on an evaluation of individual export ventures. Moreover, they must compare the performance of export activities to that of domestic ones (Madsen, 1998) .
Generally, the conceptual definitions of export performance proposed in the literature include export efficiency, export effectiveness, and continuous engagement in exporting (Aaby & Slater, 1989; Madsen, 1987; Styles, 1998) . Based on his review of previous research in export performance studies, Shoham (1996) conceptually defines export performance as the composite outcome of a firm's international sales. Various reviews of export marketing literature (e.g. Madsen, 1987; Zou & Stan, 1998 ) indicate a number of factors that may influence export performance. The determinants of export performance can be classified as either internal or external factors. Determinants internally to the firms can fall into three general categories: (i) organization characteristics; (ii) management characteristics; and (iii) export marketing strategies. External determinants of export performance are derived from external environmental factors (Aaby & Slater, 1989; Zou & Stan, 1998) .
Drawing on the RBV, some studies have examined the effects of organizational capabilities on export performance (e.g., Filatotchey et al., 2009; Okpara, 2009; Raceia et al., 2007) . For instance, Zou et al. (2003) link an exporter's capabilities in product development, distribution, communication, and price to export financial performance. To date, however, there is a lack of empirical study investigating export performance variations from a dynamic capability perspective.
Prior empirical research on performance implications of ambidexterity tends to emphasize the domestic market context and consequently ignores the international markets. It is therefore worthwhile to extend these implications to export markets characterised as highly competitive. Therefore, based on the prior empirical evidence showing significant affect of (contextual) ambidexterity on performance, the following hypothesis is postulated:
Hypothesis: Contextual ambidexterity is positively related to export performance.
Methodology
The unit of analysis in this research is at the firm level. This is because the primary objective of this study is to examine the performance diversity among exporters in Thailand and to compare the findings with similar research (e.g., Cadogan et al., 2002; Griffith et al., 2006; Jantunen et al., 2005; Menguc & Auh, 2006) . A structured questionnaire was collected from key informants who possessed specific knowledge in export operation of Thai companies engaging in exporting.
The systematic sampling method was employed in this study; every 2 nd name on the list was automatically selected from the sampling frame, Thailand's Exporter Selected List, after the initial starting point had been randomly determined. A total of 700 names were selected from the list of 1,400. From these questionnaires, 102 (n = 102) were returned achieving a response rate of 14.5 percent. The sample size of 102 was sufficient based on the statistical approach and the sample size from similar studies.
Measurement Model
Information regarding key constructs and their corresponding scales was obtained by searching the relevant literature; therefore, all constructs were measured using existing scales drawn from literature with some adjustments to the international context. The two constructs used were measured as follows.
Dynamic Capability of Contextual Ambidexterity. With regard to the conceptualization of contextual ambidexterity emphasizing the simultaneous pursuit of alignment and adaptability, Gibson and Birkinshaw (2004) propose that contextual ambidexterity is captured by multiplicative interaction (product term) of alignment and adaptability, which reflects the argument that these two capacities are independent and non-substitutable and they add value to each other to improve firm performance. Three items are used to measure alignment, and three Vol. 6, No. 8; 2013 items are used to measure adaptability, and these two dimensions were reported to have reliability coefficients of 0.72 and 0.70 respectively which was satisfactory according to the guidelines suggested by Nunnally (1978) . Alignment was captured by asking senior managers of export operation the degree to which they agreed with the following: (1) "the management systems in our export operation work coherently to support the overall objectives of the firm", (2) "the management systems in our export operation cause us to waste resources (e.g., finanical resources, human resources, etc.) on unproductive activities" (reversed), and (3) "people in our export operation often end up working at cross-purposes because our management systems give them conflicting objectives" (reversed). Adaptability was captured by asking senior managers of export operation the degree to which they agreed with the following: (1) "the management systems in our export operation are flexible enough to allow us to respond quickly to changes in our markets", (2) "the management systems in our export operation encourage people to challenge outmoded traditions/practices/sacred cows", and (3) "the management systems in our export operation evolve rapidly in response to shifts in our export business priorities".
Export Performance. The present study adopted a seven-item subjective scale from Jantunen et al. (2005) to assess the level of satisfaction of respondents in their export operation on seven different dimensions of performance which have been widely used in prior research. These items included sale volume, market share, profitability, market entry, development of image, development of know-how, and overall performance. In addition, Shoham (1998) also supports using multiple items to operationalize export performance. The seven-item scale reported a composite Cronbach alpha of 0.80.
Results
The companies that formed the basis for the survey were drawn from two industries: Automotive parts and accessories (52.9%); and electrical parts and products (47.1%). Most of the firms classified their products as industrial goods (78.4%). The major export market was the Middle East and Asia (65.7%), followed by Europe (16.7%), America (9.8%), Oceania (3.9%), and Africa (3.9%). Additionally, most of the firms exported their product directly (not through agents) (72.6%). The annual turnover of most firms fell under 50 million baht (30.4%), followed by 101 to 250 million baht (23.5%), 51 to 100 million baht (15.7%), 251 to 500 million baht (12.7%), 501 to 1,000 million baht (8.9%), and 1,000 million baht and over (8.8%). The majority of the firms had export departments (75.5%). The mean year of establishment was 1986.5 and the mean number of employees was 214. Examining the position of the key informants revealed that 48.1% were export and marketing managers, 25.5% were management directors, 12.7% were general managers, 4.9% were owners, and the remaining 8.8% were from other positions.
Initial Analysis
Each of the items was first checked for skewness and kurtosis, and the presence of normality and outliers. In order to obtain a holistic picture of each of the variables across a small range of scores (1-7), histograms and box plots were deemed appropriate. The histograms and box plots were visually examined. Furthermore, an examination of another regression assumption of independent errors which requires no serial correlations between errors in regression model was necessary. Regarding the assumption of independent errors, the residuals should be uncorrelated for any two observations in regression (Field, 2005) . The Durbin-Watson test was used to assess this assumption. A test value close to 2 indicates that the residuals are uncorrelated (Field, 2005) . The results of the regression analysis in Table 1 revealed that the Durbin-Watson statistics was close to 2.0, therefore, the assumption of independent errors was not violated.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Convergent validity in this study was assessed by analysing the factor structures. The 13 items used to measure two constructs were subjected to exploratory factor analysis using SPSS. Ticehurst and Veal (2000) suggest that variables which have a contamination of more than .30 on another factor should be discarded. Therefore, as per suggestions by Ticehurst and Veal (2000) , this study follows these 'rules': a cut-off point for item loading of .50 and cross-loading of not more than .30. Item one in alignment was deleted due to the low factor loading and high cross-factor loading on the other component. Each of the items loaded cleanly on one component except for the market share item which showed high factor loading on two components; therefore, this item was deleted.
Hypothesis Testing Results
Bivariate regression analysis was used to test the hypothesis in this study. The bivariate regression results from table I revealed that contextual ambidexterity was a significant predictor of export performance (b= .333, t= 3.527, p< .01), and it explained 11.1 % (R2= .111) of the variation in export performance. Ambidextrous firms represent the firms with a capacity to pursue alignment and adaptability simultaneously leading to greater www.ccsenet.org/ibr
International Business Research Vol. 6, No. 8; 2013 performance compared to firms with different combinations of alignment and adaptability. Therefore, in order to further verify the effects of contextual ambidexterity on export performance and gain additional insights, another statistically analytical technique 'cluster analysis' is performed. Note***The results are highly significant at the 0.001 level.
Cluster Analysis
The different combinations between alignment and adaptability pursued by Thai exporters are depicted graphically in figure 1 . This graph revealed some important points. First, majority of the firms clustered around the upper right area which indicated that they scored high on both alignment and adaptability. Additionally, there was a group of firms clustered toward the middle, whilst there were some firms pursuing different combinations of alignment and adaptability along the different positions throughout the graph. This suggested that it was possible to cluster these firms into some meaningful group.
Figure 1. Plot of alignment versus adaptability
By performing the K-mean algorithm (Hartigan & Wong, 1979) cluster analysis, the four-group model provided the best fit. The scores of alignment and adaptability for each group are shown in the Table 2 . Group 1, which had high scores on both alignment and adaptability, consisted of 42 'highly ambidextrous' firms. Group 2, which had higher scores on adaptability than alignment, consisted of 21 'adaptive' firms. Group 3, which had average scores on both alignment and adaptability, consisted of 26 'moderately ambidextrous' firms, and Group 4, represented a group of firms with higher score on alignment than adaptability, consisted of 13 'aligned' firms. To examine whether there were any significant differences in export performance among the four groups, a one-way ANOVA was performed. As highlighted in Table 3 , there was a significant difference in export performance among the four groups (F= 7.71, p< .001). In other words, the different levels in the firms' contextual ambidexterity led to different levels of export performance of the firms. Note***The results are highly significant at the 0.001 level.
Furthermore, in order to examine the order of each group in terms of export performance level, the post-hoc pair comparison was performed. Scheffe post-hoc test showed that group 1 (highly ambidextrous) reported significantly higher export performance than that of group 3 (moderately ambidextrous) and group 4 (aligned); however, a non-significant difference was found in export performance between group 1 (highly ambidextrous) and group 2 (adaptive).
Discussion and Implications
The results of the regression analysis (see Table 1 ) suggested that contextual ambidexterity is a significant predictor of export performance. That is, successful firms were able to simultaneously pursue alignment and adaptability. These findings also reinforce the view that a dynamic capability in general and the dynamic capability of contextual ambidexterity in particular lead to superior performance (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Teece, 2007) . Specifically, in dynamic markets (i.e., export markets), firms with contextual ambidexterity are better able to compete in the marketplace. However, as the firms can possess different degrees of ambidexterity, this study further examined the effect of contextual ambidexterity on export performance by clustering all participating firms around four meaningful groups representing different combinations of alignment and adaptability. The cluster analysis revealed that most of the participating firms possess high levels of both alignment and adaptability, followed by the group of exporters who possess a little higher level of adaptability than alignment (see Table 2 ). These findings suggest that firms operating in an unstable environment tend to be more adaptive to the changes occurring in the market.
Based on the one-way ANOVA results shown in Table 3 , the significant differences in the level of export performance were found among the four groups. Furthermore, in order to reveal the order of the performance level among four groups, post-hoc paired comparison test was conducted. The results from post-hoc paired comparison test suggested that highly ambidextrous firms perform significantly better than moderately ambidextrous firms and aligned firms, but there is no significant difference in export performance level between highly ambidextrous firms and adaptive firms. These findings are interpreted based on Gibson and Birkinshaw's (2004) comments that although contextual ambidexterity is argued to lead to greater performance outcomes, the level of dynamism in different industries must be taken into consideration. For example, in a highly stable market, businesses with the highest alignment may be the best performers. Therefore, it is argued that contextual ambidexterity positively influences export performance in the export market, though more emphasis on adaptability may be necessary in very unstable markets (Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Ireland & Webb, 2007) . Vol. 6, No. 8; 2013 This study provides several important implications to at least two research domains: (i) strategic management; and (ii) export marketing. It is among the first studies to validate the relationship between a dynamic capability and business performance and between contextual ambidexterity and export performance in emerging countries. The findings also have implications for management. The influence of contextual ambidexterity on export performance guides management in the export industry to pursue the appropriate combinations of alignment and adaptability. That is, where possible, firms should avoid excessively emphasizing alignment at the expense of adaptability. According to the findings, the suggested strategy is to simultaneously pursue high levels of both alignment and adaptability or to have slightly more emphasis on adaptability over alignment. It appears that contextual ambidexterity as a dynamic capability rests on the ability of the firms to simultaneously achieve alignment in their current operation and adaptation to emerging threats and opportunities. Practically speaking, senior managers play a key role in fostering contextual ambidexterity. Developing these dynamic capabilities of contextual ambidexterity is a central task of executive leadership. As previous research has shown, employees often focus more on alignment than adaptability activities as they are reluctant to learn the new skills to meet changing demands in the external environment. Senior leaders of export operation should thus establish a vision and values that justify contextual ambidexterity. Every employee should be aware of the importance of the simultaneous pursuit of alignment and adaptation. Senior leaders can reinforce ambidextrous behaviors of their workers by establishing corresponding formal reward and performance evaluation systems. Nonetheless, contextual ambidexterity is not created just through vision statement or formal structure. Supportive context in which each individual employee makes choices about where and how to focus his or her energy is also important. Senior management team should become a characteristic displayed by everyone in the organization.
Future Research
Contextual ambidexterity was argued to be a dynamic capability, based on the extant definitions of dynamic capability in the literature. Future research may propose different operationalizations of dynamic capabilities by either generating a new scale to capture the dimensions of dynamic capability or proposing different constructs other than contextual ambidexterity to represent dynamic capability such as reconfiguring capabilities (Jantunen et al., 2005) , market responsiveness (Griffith et al., 2006) , or sourcing relationship (Weeks, 2009 Vol. 6, No. 8; 2013 
